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INVEBTIQATION INTO WHETHER WATB 
RESELLERS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN 
THE ULAB ALLOCATION PROCESS 

)ADMINISTRATIVE 
1 CASE NO. 328 
1 

O R D E R  

Thir matter ariring upon petition of Telcor, Inc. d/b/a 

Telamarketing Communicationr of Louieville and LDDS of Indiana, 

Inc. d/b/a LDDS Communication8 (formerly Telamarketing 

Communicationr of Evanrville, Inc.) (jointly ltLDDS1t), filed August 

2, 1989 for confidential protection of certain information filed 

with thin Commirrion purmuant to itn Order of May 1, 1989 and It 

appearing to the Commiemion as follower 
LDDS seekn to protect from public dieclosure the information 

filed in responee to Itemr 2 (b)-(e), 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 

12 of the Commierionm May 1, 1989 Order on the grounde that the 

information Le not generally known outeide of LDDS, ie known to 

those employees who have a legitimate businese need to know 

the information in order to perform their job reeponeibilitiee, is 

commarcially eensitive and would be of eubstantial value to LDDB 
competitore, and could be umed by LDDS'a competitore to LDDs18 

detriment. 

LDDS 

807 K A R  51001, Section 71 protects the information a8 

confidential when it i m  eetablirhed that the dieclosure will 

rerult in comprtitive injury to the perron porrrrring the 



information in that it will provide thoro competitorr with an 

unfair burinerr advantage, In other wordr, the perron reeking to 

protect the information murt ertablirh that public dirclorure is 

l i k e l y  to caure rubrtantial harm to the competitive porition of 
that perron and that banefitr to be derived from the protection of 

the information from dirCl08UrO outweigh the public'r intarart in 
dirclonure. LDDB ha# not ertablirhed that dioclorure of the 

information 8OUQht to be protected ir likely to caure 8ubrtanti.l 

harm to ita competitive porition, and therefore the petition 

should be denied, 

Item 2 requiror LDDS to identify the rervices it market8 to 
end-urers. This information ir included in LDDB'r publirhed 

tariffr which are a matter of public record. Because this 

information ir a matter of public record elrewhere, it io not 

entitled to confidential protection in thir record. 

Itemr 4, 5 ,  6, and 7 require LDDS to identify the access 

serviceo purchared from local exchange companies. Only a limited 

number of rwitched acce#~ services are available to LDDS, and 

there rervicer are purchared according to publiehod tariffr filed 
by the local exchange companies. These tariffs are open for 

public inrpection by all of it8 competitorr, and anyone having an 

interert in them. Therefore, public dirclorure of thore rervices 

which LDDB pUrCha808 will not affect LDDB'6 competitive porition. 

Item 9 requires LDDB to provide the percentage of Lnterrtate 

traffic which it carrier in each feature group or a8 a composite 

of the whole. It doe. not provide information as to the actual 

volume of suoh trhffic and ita dirclorure would not result in 
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competitive injury to LDDS. Therefore, the information is not 

entitled to confidential protection. 

Item 10 requires LDDS to furnish information concerning the 

rervicer it purcharee from interLATA carrierr. Here again, LDDS 

c4n only p U r C h ~ 0  a limited number of servicer available to it 

under its certificated authority, and theme rervices are purchased 
according to publiohed tariffs which are a matter of public 

record. Therefore, the dirclosure of this information will not 

affect LDDSlr competitive position. 

Item 11 requirer LDDS to identify all local exchange eervicee 

that it purchaser from local exchange companies in Kentucky. Item 

12 requirer LDDS to identify all intraLATA interexchange services 

it purchaser from local exchange companies in Kentucky. These 

servioer are 41.0 purchased according to published tariff8 which 

are matterr of public record and discl.osure will not affect LDDS'e 

competitive porition. 

This Commirrion being otherwiee eufficiently advised, 

IT IS ORDERED that the motion to protect from public 

di8ClOSUrOr LDDS'B reSQOnSeS to ItOlUS 2 (b)-(O)r 4 ,  5 1  6,  7 r  9, 

lo, ll, and 12 of the Commission'r May 1, 1989 Order are hereby 

denied and the raid responees shall be open to public inspection. 
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Done at  Frankfort ,  Kentucky, t h i s  31et day of Augst, 1989. 

PUBLIC SERVICE CONNISSION 

V i c e  Chairmah’  ’ I . 

ATTEST : 

Executive D i r e c t o r  


